



















「グローパル ・シティ ・リージョンズ」などの認識に至る議論の展開を整理している。 I部の2では，

























2010年度 1,200.000 360,000 
201 1年度 1. 200,000 360,000 
2012年度 600,000 180,000 
総計 3,000,000 900,000 
合計
1. 560,000 
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た地域は， 「フレキシブルな専門化J(Piore and Sabel 1984=1993）に基づく生産が成長の原動力となっ






















































た（Harvey1989 = 1997; Leitner 1990; Parkinson 1991）。
成長戦略の策定と実施が都市政治の中心になったという現実を踏まえて， 1980年代の終わりごろか
らヨーロッパの諸都市を対象とした研究にアメリカ都市研究で展開してきた新都市政治学的アプロー
チが取り入れられていった（Lloydand Newlands 1988; Di Gaetano and Klemanski 1993) (2）。そのとき，





























































































るJ(Painter and Goodwin 1995: 346）。したがって，「それらの戦略や活動が経済成長の安定化に寄与す
る場合にそれらは調整的であるが，戦略的行為は（意図的であろうとなかろうと）反調整的でもあり

































都市間競争の性格を規定する重要な要素だからである（Cox1993, Leitner and Sheppard 1998）。ただし，
資本の循環のグローパル化は， Jessopによれば「ますます脱埋め込みされつつある空間を通じて抽象的
資本（貨幣資本）のフローを加速する新自由主義的要求と，資本のより具体的形態が価値を生み出す












































































て最もよく理解できょう。彼の言葉を借りれば 「国家スケール （nationalscale）はア トランティ ック・
フォーデイズムの経済的 ・政治的組織において保持し 当然のものとされた優越を失ったけれども，
目下の『フォーデイズム後jの段階において，他のどの経済的・政治的組織のスケール （『グローパ











































－フ、レトンウッズ体制下での国民経済問 係グローバルな経済の統合が，口一カルないしリージョナルな集積の経済へ経済地理的，政治 での分業 の大企業の依存の培大と並行して進行














単線的な成長を遂げる，統合され，閉じ 場所特有な立地上の利J点競争優位，経済発展の時空間 た領域的単位としての国民経済の全体 発展の経路を有する都市経済ないし地f生 的な発展 域経済へのナショナルな経済空間の断片化
－企業立地への補助金 ・規制緩和と社会保障の削減－社会政策，経済政策，財政責任の分・ローカルな福祉政策と集合的消費へ 権化





































































































極的に保障されうるという一般的な合意が成立してきたJ(Harvey 1989 = 1997: 37）と述べており，
経済成長を目指すことは都市政府が政治的正当性を得るためのもっとも重要な手段となっている。
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State Rescaling under Globalization 
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Inter-scalar Tensions and Rescaling of the East Asian Developmental State 
:Center-Local Tensions and the Politics of Decentralization in South Korea 
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講演題目：新自由主義化する資本主義の時代における国家のリスケーリング
一一未解決の課題と比較の視点
State rescaling in the age of neoliberalizing capitalism 




































































再生産される過程としてのリスケーリングが議論の焦点となった（Herod1991; Swyngedouw 1992; 
Smith 1993）。空間をプロセスとして捉えるという視点から分かるように，リスケーリング論はHe町i
Lefebvreの空間論，そしてDavidHarveyやEdwardSojaらによる批判地理学を引き継いで議論を展開し
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Inter-scalar Territorial Tensions and Rescaling of the East Asian 
Developmental State: Center-Local Tensions and the Politics of 
Decentralization in South Korea 
こと列l営社司~司司之］す01 号。い1 0ト苦忍手~ 号アト4 ごと列1蛍~ス1型叶l ロl え，l-c °a守斗lI司社包干：を号
外1λTL十時L十七号サ ズーJす社主主号斗甚喧尋司 A<3ヌ1
Bae-Gyoon Park 叶叫音
Department of Geography Education, Seoul National University 斗告叫苛Z スl司王今斗
主号
In recent social science literature, there has been an increasing number of challenges to the 
naturalization of state space, in which state spatiality has been seen as a pregiven and relatively 
unchanging feature of modernity. In this context, one emergent research agendum has been concerned 
with the production and transformation of state space. More specifcally, an increasing number of social 
scientists have paid attention to the restructuring of territorialy demarcated forms of state power, the 
recent decentring of nationally scaled forms of state activity, and the effects of newly emergent political and 
state spaces on the nature of urban and regional governance. 
The existing literature on rescaling of the state, however, is limited in conceptualizing the diverse and 
concrete ways in which scalar restructuring of capitalist states takes place in various historical, political 
and social contexts. This limitation is related to the fact that the bulk of studies conducted on the rescaling 
of the state have focused on North American and European examples. With these problem orientations, I 
aim in this article to broaden our theoretical and empirical understanding of state spatiality by addressing 
spatial processes of state restructuring in the East Asian context. In particular, I am interested in 
conceptualizing the ways in which the spatiality of top-down regulatory processes led by the 
developmental state and its’associated territorial politics can impact scalar restructuring of the state. More 
specificaly, I wil attempt to conceptualize the ways in which 1) the spatiality of top-down regulatory 
processes led by the developmental state can generate inter-scalar tensions between the national and the 
local, which results in weakening of the developmental state’s reg叫atorypoweζand 2) the state copes 
with the regulatory deficit through a scalar restructuring of reg凶ation,especially the downward rescaling 
of the state. 
My conceptual argument on the rescaling of the East Asian developmental state wil be backed up by a 
case study on recent decentralization of the decision-making processes with regard to the location of a 
radioactive waste disposal facilty in South Korea. This case study wil explore 1) the evolutionary and trial-
and-error processes through which the Korean government has jumped down the scales of regulation and 
decision-making from the national to the local, and 2) how the rescaling processes have helped the Korean 
state to resolve the crisis of regulation with regard to the location of the disposal facility by transforming 
the national-local scalar tensions to inter-local competitions for the facility. 
Keywords: rescaling, state space, territorial politics, developmental state, Korea 
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The Rescaling of Statehood in Japan 
Kazushi Tamano 
Neil Brenner presented a theoretical overview of the transition from spatial Keynesianism to the 
Rescaled Competitive State Regime in European countries. Can this excellent formulation be applied to 
Japan? This paper explores this point. First, Brenner’s formulations are summarized according to his book 
titled New State Spaces (Brenner 2004). Second, the changes in Japanese State policy, especialy the 
National Land Planning and Devolution Policy, are presented and argued. According to these arguments it 
is pointed out that the timing of the transition and economic decline in Japan is di宜erentfrom that in 
Europe, and consequently the Japanese State has certainly been rescaled but is not competitive enough. 
State rescaling has been mainly downward rather than upward in Japan. In addition, it is characteristic of 
Japanese urban policy not to strategicaly expand their horizons towards the global economy. 
Spatial Keynesianism from the late 1950s until the late 1970s in Western Europe 
In the Western European context, most national states introduced nationally distributive, cohesion-
oriented regulatory strategies during the 1930s. During the 1960s, most western European states 
established relatively uniform, standardized administrative structures throughout their territories and 
mobilized redistributive spatial policies designed to alleviate intra-national territorial inequalities by 
extending urban industrial growth into underdeveloped, peripheral regions. Such strategies reached their 
historical highpoint during the mid-1970s. This was the project of spatial Keynesianism. But this was 
widely abandoned during the 1980s, as policymakers became increasingly preoccupied with the challenges 
of urban industrial decline, welfare state retrenchment, European integration, and economic globalization 
(Brenner 2004: 2). 
The characteristics of spatial Keynesianism that prevailed across much of Western Europe during 
the 'golden age’of Fordist-Keynesian capitalism are as follows (Brenner 2004: 116). 
state spatial projecおintendedto establish relatively centralized, uniform frameworks of state territorial 
organization: and 
state spatial strategies intended to channel private capital and public infrastructure investments企om
rapidly expanding urban cores into underdeveloped areas and rural peripheries. 
Spatial Keynesianism is understood to be a broad constellation of national state institutional forms and 
regulatory strategies designed to alleviate uneven geographical development within the national space-
economy, and thereby, to promote stabilized national industrial growth. The goal of state action, in this 
context, is less to enhance the productive force of capitalist sociospatial configurations than to spread the 
industrialization process as evenly as possible across the entire surface of the national territory. This 
compensatory, redistributive approach to intra-national territorial inequality associated with spatial 
Keynesianism was seen as a means to secure a stabilzed, reproducible pattern of industrial development, 
to promote the e宜icientalocation of public services and to maintain national, political and geographical 
cohesion. 
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As a result, cities and regions were increasingly subordinated to central state regulatory control, intra-
national patterns of uneven spatial development were tendentialy aleviated, and urban and regional 
development patterns were gradualy stabilized. 
The crisis of North Atlantic Fordism and the transformation from spatial Keynesianism in the 
1980s 
North Atlantic Fordism began to face a crisis in the late 1970s and spatial Keynesianism in Western 
Europe colapsed in the 1980s. In this context, four distinct but closely intertwined processes of political-
economic restructuring are of particular relevance (Brenner 2004: 164・171).
1. The decline and restructuring of mass production industries. 
2. The rise of flexible production systems. 
3. The globalization and integration of European economic space. 
4. The crisis of the Keynesian welfare national state. 
On the one hand, as economic stagnation persisted after the 1973 oil crisis and national budgets were 
further squeezed, the viabilty of promoting spatial equalization at a national scale was widely caled into 
question. On the other hand, flexible production systems have developed, mainly characterized by (a) the 
use of nondedicated machinery and multi-skilled labor at the firm level, (b) expanding social division of 
labor, dense subcontracting relationships, and short-term contracts at the inter-firm level, and (c) 
increasing product di宜erentiationin the sphere of circulation. With the rise of flexible production systems 
the importance of customized, specialized, and place-specific conditions of production within local and 
regional economies as a means to secure global competitive advantages have come to be emphasized. The 
deregulation of the financial sector and the process of European monetary integration have signifcantly 
enhanced the mobility of capital competition for European market shares. Multinational companies 
increasingly serve the European market as a whole rather than a set of national markets. Cities and 
regions across each national territory have been restructured according to their relative positions within 
the supernational spatial division of labor. Consequently new forms of territorial inequality have been 
superimposed upon inherited national patterns of core-periphery polarization. 
As a result, spatial Keynesianism, characterized by centralized state territorial organization and 
egalitarian state policy, has come to end. 
Urban Locational Policy and the Rescaling of State Space during the post-1980s period 
The transformation from spatial Keynesianism includes the folowing rescaling of statehood (Brenner 
2004: 176). 
state spatial projects intended to establish customized, place-specific regulatory capacities in major 
cities, city-regions, and industrial districts and, more generall弘 todecentralize key aspects of 
economic regulation to subnational (regional or local) institutional levels; and 
state spatial strategies intended to reconcentrate socioeconomic assets and advanced infrastructural 
investments within the most globally competitive city-regions and, more generally, to enhance the 
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territorial competitiveness of major local and regional economies. 
Brenner refers to the diverse institutional realignments and regulatory strategies mobilized by post-
Keynesian competition states as forms of urban locational policy insofar as they explicitly target cities and 
urban regions as sites for the enhancement of territorial competitiveness. Urban locational policy was 
formed by the urban restructuring and uneven spatial development in western Europe which was 
characterized by (a) an enhanced concentration of socioeconomic capacities, high-skilled labor, and 
advanced infrastructure investments into major me仕opolitanareas; (b) a growing di旺erentiationamong 
local and陀 gionaleconomies according to their particular specialization within global and European spatial 
divisions of labor; (c) enhanced levels of connectivity and interdependence among the most d戸1amic,
globally integrated metropolitan cores; and (d) an increasing functional disarticulation of major urban 
regions from their surrounding peripheries and from other marginalized areas within the same national 
territory (Brenner 2004: 190-1). 
It is very interesting that the endogenous development strategies of the late 1970s and early 1980s 
existed between the Fordist-Keynesian centralized and equalized state space and the post-Keynesian 
decentralized and scale-specific forms of state intervention to enhance urban territorial competitiveness. 
These endogenous development strategies were elaborated仕oma wide range of political perspectives, 
including Green, feminist, eco・socialist,socialist, and social-democratic standpoints. All of them viewed 
municipalities as privileged institutional platforms for various forms of democratic self-determination by 
local populations. In the 1970s these strategies emerged in a political-economic context in which Western 
European national governments remained firmly committed to the priority of national spatial equalization. 
National commitments to geographically balanced growth in the name of equit弘 however,have 
increasingly given way to concern with the way in which the characteristics of particular localities can 
enhance the economic growth and competitiveness. 
Although the rescaled geographies of state spatiality that crystallized during the post-1980s period must 
be conceived as path-dependent, these transformations are characterized as a Rescaled Competition State 
Regime (RCSR)--rescaled, because it rests upon scale-sensitive political strategies intended to position key 
subnational spaces (localities, cities, regions, industrial districts) optimally within supranational (European 
or global) circuits of capital accumulation; a competition・ state, because it privileges the goal of economic 
competitiveness over traditional welfarist priorities such as equity and redistribution; and a regime, 
because it represents an unstable, evolving institutional-geographical mosaic rather than a fuly 
consolidated framework of statehood (Brenner 2004: 260). 
The case of Japan 
Are these summaries applicable to the case of Japan? We will look into them step by step. 
First, it seems that the formation of the Fordist production system and spatial Keynesianism企omthe 
late 1950s in Japan were similar to those in Western Europe. Needless to say, the rapid growth of the 
Japanese economy in the 1960s was based on the mass production system. The Comprehensive National 
Development Plan was state spatial strategies that intended to channel private capital and public 
infrastructure investments企omrapidly expanding urban cores into underdeveloped areas and rural 
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peripheries. Although state spatial pro；釘お intendingto establish relatively centralized, uniform 
frameworks of state territorial organization had been accomplished before World War I , we could see the 
characteristics of spatial Keynesianism in Japanese national land planning at almost the same period as in 
Western Europe. 
However, the period of crisis of Japanese Fordism and the transformation from spatial Keynesianism 
seems to be di佐rentfrom that in Europe. Whereas North Atlantic Fordism faced a crisis in the 1980s, 
Japanese economic growth was maintained satisfactorily during the same period. Instead, Japanese 
economic growth has faced great di証ic叫tysince the late 1990s. We must be careful with this di百erence.
What was di百erentbetween European countries and Japan in the 1980s? What were the processes of 
political-economic restructuring in Japan? Economic restructuring certainly existed in the 1980s but it 
differed depending on each count巧’shistorical background. Regarding 1. the decline and restructuring of 
mass production industries and 2. the rise of flexible production systems, these were also seen in Japan, 
but from the beginning vertical integration was not so dominant that flexible smal businesses had to 
depend on subcontracts with large co叩orations.Consequently, Japanese big businesses smoothly adapted 
themselves to the post_-Fordist production system without the assistance of urban and regional policies. 
Globalization in the Japanese context did not mean integration into the East Asian economic space, but 
only a multi-nationalization of large companies of Japanese origin. Although 4. the crisis of the Keynesian 
welfare national state also took place in Japan, 3. the globalization and integration of East Asian economic 
space had not yet appeared in the 1980s. Therefore, it was in the late 1990s that a decline in the Japanese 
economy and a transformation of urban and regional policy occurred. 
In fact, policy change which seems to contain the characteristics of state rescaling has been seen in 
Japan since the late 1990s. The Comprehensive National Development Plan showing typicaly spatial 
Keynesianism was abolished and replaced with the National Spatial Strategy in 2005. The Comprehensive 
National Development Plan has been revised several times. The 4th revision presented in 1987 may have 
been a turning point. Then Prime Minister Yasuhiro Nakasone ordered the Commission to give great 
importance to the metropolitan紅easespecially τokyo・Thisinterfered with their principle of equal 
development which was state spatial strategies of spatial Keynesianism. As so many municipalities located 
in underdeveloped areas and rural peripheries opposed this proposal, the government was forced to 
reconsider it. The reason why Prime Minister Nakasone thought metropolitan development was 
important was not because of urban decline, but because of the trade friction between Japan and the U.S. 
He hoped to promote urban development to expand domestic demand. It is important to recognize that 
state spatial strategies which intend to reconcen位ateassets and investments within a particular 
metropolitan area are di百icultto complete insofar as they depend on the Comprehensive National 
Development Plan. This is one reason why the 5th Comprehensive National Development Plan revised in 
1998 not only had no effective influences, but was also abolished in 2005. 
On the other hand, Devolution Reform started in 1995 in Japan. It seemed to be a prerequisite of state 
spatial projecおwhichintended to decentralize key aspects of economic regulation to subnational (regional 
or local) institutional levels. However, Japanese Devolution Reform did not lead to an enhancement of 
local economic competitiveness, but rather forced local governments to restrict their expenditures and 
promoted consolidation of small municipalities. In Western Europe, Brenner pointed out that the 
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endogenous development strategies of the late 1970s and early 1980s helped the transformation仕omthe 
nationally balanced growth in the name of equity into the enhancement of locally specific growth and 
competitiveness. Itis the cities, city-regions and industrial districts, instead of the nation as a whole, that 
must compete for a dominant position in the global economy. Devolution Reform is necessary for local 
governments to work competitively to acquire investments from abroad, independent of national policy. In 
other words, the nation state encourages local governments to compete with each oth低
In Japan, trends toward local autonomy also developed in the late 1960s and 1970s but they have 
declined since the 1980s. Consequently, Devolution Reform after the late 1990s, an initiative taken by the 
nation state, was not appreciated as an opportunity for local economic development in the global economy. 
Instead, it was viewed as a demand by the central government for local governments to reduce their 
expenditures under the financial crisis. It appears certain that the central government will not permit 
subnational institutions to carry out a development plan without the government’s supervision. Therefore, 
state rescaling has been mainly downward rather than upward in Japan. 
In conclusion, let us summarize what was mentioned above. Firstly, Japanese experiences were not 
different from Western Europe regarding the Fordist production system and spatial Keynesianism after the 
1950s. Secondly, the period of crisis of Japanese Fordism and the transformation from spatial Keyne-
sianism was, however, di百erentfrom that of Europe. Whereas the crisis of Atlantic Fordism and the 
transformation from spatial Keynesianism was in the 1980s, the Japanese economic depression and policy 
changes started in the late 1990s. Finally, because of this timing and the historical path幽dependency,state 
rescaling in Japan has had the following distinct features. 
I am sure that the Japanese State has been rescaled due to the Devolution Reform which has been 
carried out since the late 1990s. However, Japan is less competitive than European countries where local 
governments independently pursue their own economic development policy in the global and European 
market. Therefore, in Japan, downward rescaling has been dominant and the country has not been found to 
rescale upwardly beyond the national territory into the East Asian region. Although this lack of expansion 
into the East Asian region is mainly due to historical and political reasons, it is also because Japan’s state 
and urban policies have not provided adequate strategies for competitive economic development in the 
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全産業 製造業 サービス業 金融保険業卸売小売飲食業 不動産業
東京闇
1986 892,012 137,815 201,045 13,138 400,590 50,717 
1991 879,251 130,938 215073 15,492 369,604 55,910 
1996 873,441 114,789 226,972 15,148 362,664 56,549 
2001 822,740 94,680 236,894 13,375 333,190 55,647 
2006 783,220 76,708 10,758 §9,341 
関西国
1986 856,274 132,732 187,035 11 814 411,028 40,789 
1991 860,385 128,253 199,987 12,712 395,162 46,309 
1996 835,510 116,229 206,601 12,713 373,455 44 341 
2001 770,543 96,376 208,983 11,125 334,996 42,441 
2006 697,256 78,369 8,667 48,078 
名古屋圏
1986 216,385 34,487 46,345 2,921 103,407 8,844 
1991 222,795 34,253 51,390 3,266 102,053 9,524 
1996 222,653 31,820 54,048 3,433 99,612 9,579 
2001 208,365 26,891 55,235 3,199 90,598 9,191 




全産業 製造業 サービス業金融保険業卸売小売飲食業 不動産業
東京圏
1986 8,903,100 1 870 833 2,087,373 426,433 2,827,786 190,644 
1991 9,854,403 1,884,523 2,609,849 535,214 2,930,062 251,404 
1996 10,101,484 1,615,174 2,889,417 488,986 3,149,989 248,633 
2001 9,692,717 1,316,060 3 220 592 412,359 2,967,513 249,774 
2006 9,778,278 1,091,146 376,432 273 870 
関西国
1986 7,168,309 1,762,864 1,532,304 263,684 2,327,611 130 659 
1991 7,854,395 1,815,092 1,829,030 290,33 2,464,443 172,026 
1996 8,095,554 1,672,088 2,031,729 258,912 2,601,392 171,629 
2001 7,488,295 1,394,481 2,140,638 209,111 2,396,179 160,020 
2006 7,128,828 1,171,872 174,026 171,413 
名古屋圏
1986 2,000,892 566,712 375,041 63,549 633,791 26,384 
1991 2,260,976 593,228 474,548 70,345 717,475 31,550 
1996 2,352,608 550,708 536,788 67,888 754,312 32,559 
2001 2,230,994 480,375 586,253 54,958 702,532 33,228 



















































生活関連 映画ビデオ 放送 情報サーピその他事業専門サー ．学術研究 医療 保健衛生
サー ビス業 塑l空整ー → ス調査業 所サービスピス 開発
東京圏
1991 45015 36 458 17,640 390,292 325,678 376,978 51,053 286,589 8,610 
1996 52795 37,799 19,821 364,053 458,191 405,939 65,485 329,144 13,975 
2001 73445 43,004 19,362 506,622 564 324 440,481 78,996 360,306 13,658 
2006 74647 161 459 18,895 587,984 663,062 355,296 70,585 397,054 13,262 
関西圏
1991 34177 6,270 7,834 18,470 192,847 230,349 27,885 319 263 7 742 
1996 43421 5,404 9,036 11,637 235,079 255,456 29,401 363,691 9,158 
2001 47025 5,213 6 961 130,965 288,050 247,840 27,327 413,171 1,488 
2006 51451 26,661 7,094 13 729 374,312 160,165 28,535 439,052 10,465 
名古屋圏
1991 10276 2,062 3,018 35,599 54,032 64,598 3,330 2,745 16,327 
1996 12128 1,657 3,117 37,031 69,574 73,656 5,346 2,857 21,271 
2001 13413 1,701 2,920 45,718 94,016 78,906 5,131 2,754 28,779 
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全産業 製造業 サービス業金融保険業卸売小売飲食業 不動産業
1986 703,899 119,023 153,626 10,600 315,660 39,008 
1991 6 83 332 111 576 162 799 12 508 286,672 42,567 
1996 668,084 97,443 169,183 12,040 278,123 42,412 
2001 622,220 79,730 175,431 10,603 253,200 41,397 
2006 589,643 63,925 8,408 44,279 
注） 2006年に事業所統計の産業分類が見直されたので，サービス業と卸売小売飲食業については空
欄にしてあるこのとき製造業の一部も他の分類に変更されているので，減少が大きくなっている．
図I-2 -2に示したのが， 1986年と2006年の製造業事業所分布の変化である。 500mメッシュの
中に所在する製造業事業所の数がお年の時点でほぼ均等になるよ うに設定された5分位区分










































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































2006年 11月 新宿区長二期目当選 12月『10年後の東京一一東京が変わる』




















































































東尽 墨田 東京 墨田
全産業 製造業 全産業 製造業 全産業 製造業 全産業 製造業
1986年 892012 137815 74331 21377 8903100 1870833 530329 153266 
100九 15% 100% 29% 100% 21切 100犯 29% 
1991年 879251 130938 70542 19924 9854403 1884523 566204 151908 
100% 15% 100% 28% 100% 19切 100切 27% 
1996年 873441 114789 60604 16515 10101484 1615174 498571 122474 
100% 13% 100% 27% 100% 16% 100% 25% 
2001年 822740 94680 59856 14300 9692717 1316060 508974 103180 
100% 12九 100% 24% 100% 14% 100% 20% 
2006年 783220 76708 53667 11528 9778278 1091146 484568 84229 













































































































































































1981 1986 1991 1996 2001 2006 
事業所 10209 10245 9845 8497 7097 5953 
100% 100% 96% 83% 70% 58% 
従業者数 125384 117934 114056 96608 72937 67583 
100% 94% 91% 77% 58% 54% 
※大田区の事業所 (1999,2006）より。
表m-7-2 製造業の従業員規模別割合
製造業全体4人以下 5～9人 10～19人 20～29人 30人以上
1981 10209 5267 2566 1264 432 680 
100% 52% 25% 12% 4% 13九
1986 10245 5497 2473 1214 398 663 
100% 54% 24% 12% 4% 12切
1991 9845 5264 2335 1198 452 596 
100% 53% 24% 12% 5% 11 % 
1996 8497 4772 1919 986 337 492 
100% 56% 23% 12% 4% 10切
2001 7097 4135 1504 785 290 381 
100% 58% 21% 11 % 4% 9% 
2006 5953 3393 1293 670 278 317 
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